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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing dale of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is spedfied above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 25 November 2003 . 
2a)K This action is FINAL. 2b)n Tliis action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for fornnal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1 935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-42 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) K Claim(s) 1-42 is/are rejected. 

7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

1 2)0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3.n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 
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2) CH Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) □ Infomiation Disciosure Statement(s) (PTO-1 449 or PTO/SB/08) 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-42 have been submitted for examination. 

2. Claims 1-42 have been examined and rejected. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 

Drawings 

3. Applicant filed formal drawings for the instant specification on November 25, 
2003. These drawings are acceptable for examination purposes. The drawings have not 
been reviewed by the draftsman since there appears to be an outstanding objection 
regarding figure 1 , 

4. In response to the non-response provided by the Applicant regarding this issue, 
Examiner now points to the prior art Shah et al. (959) shown as Fig. 3, which published 
March 9, 1999, more than a year prior to the filing of the instant invention. Figure 1 
should be designated by a legend such as -Prior Art- because only that which is old is 
illustrated. See M.P.E.P § 608.02(g). A proposed drawing correction or corrected 
drawings are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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PRIOR ART REJECTIONS 

5. Claims have been afforded their broadest reasonable interpretation. Applicant's 
language directed to diagram and ordering of blocks has been interpreted as the 
standard features provided in windows based GUI SPICE simulators that allow the user 
to reorder the circuits during simulations, add circuit layouts and simulate the changes 
in a graphical environment. The retro events and backtracking events to reorder and 
improve the simulation blocks of the applied art are equivalent to the recitations of 
ordering the blocks in the block diagram structure. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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7. Claims 1-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kazmierski et al. (217) in view of Shah et al. (959) and Martin et al. (345), individually. 
Taking claim 1 , for example Kazmierski et al. (217) teaches: 
A method for simulation modeling where the simulation model includes individual 
blocks in a block diagram structure wherein each of the individual blocks include 
equation sets of a physical model, comprising the steps of: (see Abstract, Figures 1-10, 
Summary of the Invention, col. 4, lines 34 et seq.) 

configuring said blocks in a block diagram structure; (col. 4, lines 34 et seq., 
figures 1-10) 

utilizing commercial simulation software to solve said equation sets of 
said blocks; (col. 6, lines 33-40, SPICE) 

ordering said blocks in said block diagram structure to allow for waveform 
relaxation of sets of variables of said blocks; and (col. 5, lines 5 et seq, ) 

performing waveform relaxation of said sets of variables of said blocks, (col. 4, 
lines 34 et seq.) 

As to claim 2, the method of claim 1, wherein said step of ordering said blocks in 
said block diagram structure includes decomposing said block diagram into subsystems 
is taught within Kazmierski et al. (217) at col. 5, lines 5 et seq. 

As to claim 3, the method of claim 1 , wherein said step of ordering said blocks in 
said block diagram structure includes identifying said sets of variables of said blocks is 
taught within Kazmierski et al. (217) at col. 5, lines 5 et seq. 
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As to claim 4, the method of claim 1 , wherein said step of ordering said blocks in 
said block diagram structure includes adding a low fidelity model of one of said blocks is 
taught within Kazmierski et al. (217) at col. 5, lines 5 et seq. 

As to claim 5, the method of claim 4, wherein said sub-step of adding said low 
fidelity model of one of said blocks includes deriving an error signal from an output of 
said one of said blocks and an output of said low fidelity model is taught within 
Kazmierski et al. (217) at col. 5, lines 5 et seq. 

As to claim 6, the method of claim 5, wherein said step of ordering said blocks in 
said block diagram structure includes accelerating convergence of said simulation 
model by processing said error signal is taught within Kazmierski et al. (217) at col. 6, 
lines 58 et seq. 

As to claim 7, the method of claim 1 , wherein said step of performing waveform 
relaxation includes deriving a sparse interconnect matrix is taught within Kazmierski et 
al. (217) at col. 6. lines 58 et seq. 

As to claim 8, the method of claim 7, wherein said step of performing waveform 
relaxation includes weakly-coupling said equation sets is taught within Kazmierski et al. 
(217) at col. 5, lines 65 et seq. 

As to claim 9, the method of claim 8, wherein said step of utilizing said 
commercial simulation software includes running said commercial simulation software 
on a plurality of data processors is taught within Kazmierski et al. (217) at col. 6, lines 
34 et seq. 
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As to claim 10, the method of claim 9, wherein said step of running said 
commercial software on said plurality of data processors includes waiting until each of 
said commercial simulation software has completed calculations before transmitting 
interprocessor communications data (IPC and API) is taught within Kazmierski et al. 
(217) at col. 7, lines 8 et seq., and col. 9, lines 4 et seq. 

As to claim 11, the method of claim 1 , wherein said equation sets change in 
subsequent iterations of said simulation model is taught within Kazmierski et al. (217) at 
col. 6, lines 58 et seq. 

As to claim 12, the method of claim 11, wherein said equation sets increase in 
fidelity in subsequent iterations of said simulation model is taught within Kazmierski et 
al. (217) at col. 6, lines 58 et seq. 

As to claim 13, the method of claim 1, wherein said step of performing waveform 
relaxation utilizes Gauss-Jacobi methods is taught within Kazmierski et al. (217) at col. 
8, lines 37-44. 

As to claim 14, the method of claim 1, wherein said step of performing waveform 
relaxation utilizes Gauss-Seidel methods is taught within Kazmierski et al. (217) at col. 
8, lines 37-44. 

However, Kazmierski et al. (217) is directed to designing circuitry and is not 
specific to the use of specifically designing a controller and where the controller controls 
a system for manufacturing, per Applicant's amendments. 

Whereas both Shah et al. (959) is specific to using the methodology of 
Kazmierski et al. (217) in the design of a controller that that controls a system for 
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.od.ed .he teachings of KazmiersKi e. a,. (217, with .he teachings o, Shah et a,. (969) 
Since- Kazmiers. e. a,. (217) was directed to designing and in.p,en,en.ing circuitry us.ng 
wavefor. relaxations technigues and contro, circuKry is circuitry. Designing circuitry 

Kazmie.. e. ai. (217) uses a circuit as an exemplary teaching o, using this method to 
■,„p.ve the design process. Further, Shah et (959) is spec«ic to teaching the use of 
wavefon. relaxation in designing the cont.l,er for a manufacturing process. One of 
ordinary sKill level at the time of the inven«on would have necessarily Knowingly 
™dir,ed the teachings of Shah et al. (959), which teaches the use of wavefom, 
.eiaxation but did not go into the level of detai, as expounded upon hy Kaznniers. et ai. 
P17) of the particulars of the waveform reiaxafcn methodology. Kazmierski et al. 
expressly teaches des.ning circuitry with an extensive teaching of waveform relaxation 
methodology and Shah et al. (217) expressly teaches using wavefcm, relaxation in the 
design of a cont^lier for controlling manufacturing. Designers in the systems for-controi . 
Circuitry would have knowing of e«her teaching of Kazmierski et al. (217) would have 
implemented this in controls as taught in hoth Shah et al. (959) and Martin (345), at the 

Kazmierski et al. (217) to control their plant system. The method as used in Martin et al. 
(345) provides an equivalent solution, though not as eloquent as the methodology as 
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.ugh. in Kaz.ie.. e. a.. That person o, ordinary s« leve, a. the ti™ o, the invention 
wouid have necessariiy modified Martin et a,. wKh Kaz^iers. et a,. ,217, to ^eid the 
.3in,ed invention since the result would be using the mathe^atioa, methodology o, 
KazmlersKI et al. (217) to generate the steady state model tor the cont^lilng circuitry as 
taught in Martin et al.{345) for the process plant control. 

calms 1M2 is reieCed based on the same reasoning as claim t-14, sum- 
Kazmierski e. al. (217) in view of Shah (959) and Martin (345), individually. 

CONCLUSION 

8 Applicants amendment necessitated the new ground(s, of rejection presented in 
.His Ofnce action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL See M.P.E.P 
§ 706.07(a,. Applicant Is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth ,n 37 
C.F.R. 1.136(a). 

A Shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action, in the event a frrst reply is flled w.h,n- 
™o MONTHS Of the mailing date of this f,nal action and «ie advisory action ,s no. 
.ailed until after the end of .he THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 

extension fee pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 1.136,a, will be calculated from the mailing date of 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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, .„y i„.uW — g this communication or eaHier communications from .he 

„ anemp. .o reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccesstui, the examinees 
.pe^isor, Kevin TesKa can he reached on 703-305-9704. The tax phone numher tor 
«,e organization where this application or p^ceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

A- „ .hp Status of an application may be obtained from the 
Infomiation regarding the status oi an w 

patent Application Information Retrieval (PMR) system. Status infonnation for 

Status infonnation for unpublished appli<.tlons is available through Private PAIR onl. 
P„ .ore infom,a.ion about the PAIR system, see http.pair-dlrect.uspto.gov. Should 

,„„s on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
you have questions on access lu mo 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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